


2. reduce the number of committees from 28 in the House

of Representatives and 18 in the Senate to from 10 to 15 committees

in each house and give parallel jurisdiction to one House and one

Senate committee.

3. reduce the number of committee assignments so that each

member of the House of Representatives is assigned to no more than

three committees and each Senator to no more than four.

4. remove constitutional restrictions on session and interim

time.

5. amend the constitution to provide a presession organizing

session following a general election to elect leaders, appoint

committee chairmen, assign members to committees, refer prefiled

bills to committee, hold committee organizational meetings and

conduct orientation conferences for new as well as returning

members of the legislature.

6. have the legislature hold an orientation conference for

new legislators, preferably after each general election,

7. increase legislative compensation; current salaries of

$4,800 per year should be doubled immediately and increased again

within the next few years as other improvements in the Legislature

are made,

8. strengthen minority party role by (a) providing minority

representation on the committee on rules approximating the minority

proportion of the membership of the given house; and (b) empowering

the minority leader in the Senate, in consultation with the minority

caucus, to assign minority party members to Senate committees. (This

is now done in the House of Representatives.)



9. require committees to issue reports describing and

explaining their action on bills recommended for passage at the

time the bill moves from the committee to the floor.

10. all standing committees should automatically become

interim committees when the Legislature is not in session.

(Presently 21 of the 28 House standing committees have interim

status; Senate committees must request interim status.)

11, provide staff assistance to leaders of both the majority

and minority caucuses, including a secretary and an administrative

assistant at the professional level, with space to work reasonably

adjacent to the offices of members and leaders.

12. provide rank~and-file members (majority and minority

caucuses on an equal basis) with individual staff assistance con­

sisting of a minimum of an administrative assistant at the pro­

fessional level and a secretary. Such staff support should also

be furnished each legislator in an office in his district.

13. reimburse legislators for travel expenses they incur

while carrying out their legislative duties.

14. provide private, individual offices for every legis­

lator, with nearby space for his assistants. The quality and

amount of office space should not differ substantially between

majority and minority party members.

15. establish an office in Washington, D.C. to represent

the Legislature and be its most direct liaison with Congress.

Of these 15 recommendations, only two (recommendations 4 and 5)

would require constitutional amendment before they could be

effectuated.
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We shall first discuss these recommendations and then the

others which, if thought desirable, could be put into effect by

the Legislature under the powers it now possesses.

Senator Robert Brown, however, is "not impressed by the

extensive reference (in this report) to the Citizens Conference

on State Legislatures." He writes: "While some people may think

that Minnesota finished fairly high in their survey I believe

that the survey was done by people with obvious biases, the survey

was not well done, and the researchers did not even have all the

data they said they needed (at least in the Minnesota State Senate)

when they issued their final report."

Mrs. Diana Murphy, too, thinks the Report should not be linked

so closely with the recommendations of the Citizens Conference.

III. LENGTH AND FREQUENCY OF LEGISLATIVE SESSIONS

Article IV, section 1 authorizes the Legislature to meet in

regular sessiQn only in each odd numbered year and then only for

a term not exceeding 120 legislative days. The Supreme Court of

Minnesota has held that a regular session is limited to 120 calen-

dar days, exclusive of Sundays, from the date when the Legislature

convenes.S The Court rejected the contention that "legislative

day" means any day on which the Legislature actually meets. Instead,

it ruled, a legislative day "is any day on which the Legislature

may meet, which includes each calendar day from the day of convening,

excluding only Sundays.".9
10The 197~ Legislature passed an act- proposing an amendment

to this section which will be submitted to the voters at the 1972
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general election. According to this proposal, the Legislature

would meet in regular session in each biennium at the times

prescribed by law for not exceeding a total of 120 legislative

days. The "legislative day" would also be defined by law. The

Legislature would not be permitted to meet in regular session,

or any adjournment thereof, after the first Monday following the

third Saturday in May of any year.

We agree with the 1971 Legislature that the existing con-

stitutional restrictions on the frequency and length of legis-

lative sessions are highly undesirable. The constitution should

not prohibit a Legislature from meeting whenever the business at

hand requires it, nor should it compel the Legislature to adjourn

until that business is completed in an orderly and deliberative

manner.

The Constitutional amendment proposed by the 1971 Legis-

lature represents, as the Citizens Conference described a similar
11,

proposal, a "modest but significant improvement" - over the

existing Constitutional provisions. If it passes, the experience

of the 1973 Legislature will help to determine whether this

improvement is all that is necessary. The Citizens Conference,

it should be noted, did not envisage that the proposal it made

for "modest but significant improvement" would prohibit the

Legislature from meeting after the first Monday following the

third Saturday in May of any year.

We recognize that the question whether the Legislature

should be authorized to meet in continuous session is related

to the questions of the legislature's size, the compensation to
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be paid legislators, and the staff facilities to be furnished

them. We shall now turn to some of these questions.

IV. LEGISLATIVE COMPENSATION

Article IV, Section 7 authorizes the Legislature to fix

the compensation of Senators and Representatives. Minnesota

Statutes 1971, section 3.10 fixes the compensation of each Repre­

sentative at $9,600 for his entire two-year term and that of each

Senator at $19,200 for his entire four-year term. To accompany its

proposed amendment dealing with the length and frequency of legis­

lative sessions, the 1971 Legislature increased this compensation

to $16,800 in the case of a Representative and $33,600 in the case

of a Senator. Thus the legislative compensation would be increased

from $4,600 to $8,400 per year. The increases are to become

effective January 2, 1973 but only if the voters approve the pro­

posed amendment prior to that time.

In our opinion, even $8,400 a year does not reflect the heavy

demands made by citizens and the legislative process upon the

legislator's time. Nor does it reflect the importance of the

legislator's job. The low salaries paid legislators preclude from

running for legislative office those citizens who are not well-to-do

and are not in occupations which they can carryon simultaneously

with their legislative tasks. We are disturbed by the relatively

large number of legislators who have refused to run for re-election

in 1972. We think the financial sacrifice involved in serving in

our Legislature had something to do with these decisions, as did

the fact that the low salaries are thought to reflect the regard
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with which the people of our State hold our legislators. We

think legislative compensation should be high enough to make it

possible for citizens of different occupations, races, sexes and

economic circumstances to consider running for the Legislature.

This is the real meaning of a "citizen legislature." Adequate

salaries will thus help to make the Legislature more representa­

tive. At the same time, it will help to minimize potential con­

flicts of interest between the public and private careers of

legislators.

As indicated above, the Citizens Conference recommended

that legislative salaries in Minnesota should be doubled immed­

iately to $9,600 per year and "increased again within the next

few years as other improvements in the Legislature are made."12

We do not have a precise figure to recommend. But is is clear

to us that legislators are most reluctant to raise their own

salaries to adequate levels. Such action invites a campaign issue

incumbents ar~ anxious to avoid.

For this reason, we urge that the Legislature create a per­

manent Citizens Commission to advise it concerning the periodic

adjustment of legislative compensation. Backed by the recommendations

of such a Commission, the Legislature may be emboldened to bring

legislative compensation to a more adequate level and maintain it

there.

Senator Brown disagrees with the above discussion of legisla­

tive compensation. He writes: "This is not a constitutional issue

and has no p~ace in our Report unless we decide to make it a con­

stitutional matter by removing the authority over legislative pay
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from the Legislature--a proposal that might have some merit.

While I am against including this subject in our Report, if it

is to be included~I think that it should be written in a more

balanced way. For example, I do not agree that raising the pay

above $~400 (or even $~OO) will necessarily broaden the base of

competent legislative candidates. I feel very strongly that if

salaries are too high, it attracts candidates who could not make

that much money doing anything else and thus will resort to

gross demagoguery in order to obtain and retain a legislative

seat. There must be a balance between setting salaries so low as

to discourage good people and so high as to encourage candidacies

primarily because of money."

V. SIZE OF LEGISLATURE

We have considered the question of what the Constitution

should say, if anything, about the size of the Legislature. At

presen~, Article IV, section 2 authorizes the Legislature to pre­

scribe by law the number of members who compose each House. It

also imposes the obsolete limitation th~t the number in the Senate

shall never exceed one member for every 5,000 inhabitants, which

would mean a maximum numbe:> of 761 Senators aecording to the 1970

Census, and in the House of Representatives, one member for every

2,000 inhabitants, which would mean a maximum number of 1.,902

Representatives.

As we stated in our Report proposing a new constitutional

system of periodic reapportionment and redistricting, Minnesota has

the largest Senate and the tenth largest House of Representatives

in the ~ation. Ideally, as the Citizens Conference study states,



"a legislature should be large enough to represent and reflect

the diverse elements of the constituency, and small enough to get

things done."13: But opinions differ as to the numbers fitting

this ideal.

For Minnesota, the Citizens Conference recommended that the

Senate and House of Representatives together should have a com­

bined membership of 100 to 150. l4 Under the reapportionment

and redistricting plan recently devised by the three-judge federal

district court and set aside by the U.S.Supreme Court, the combined

membership would have been l40--a House of 105 members and a Senate

of 35 members. This plan received popular support in many sections

of the State and in the ranks of both political parties.

We have been able to agree only to the proposition that for

the foreseeable future, the Legislature should not become larger

than it is now. This is one of the recommendations we have made

in connection with our proposals for periodic reapportionment

and redistrictfng. There is support in our Committee for the view

that the size of the Legislature should be cut to that set forth

in the plan of the federal district court (105 member House and

35 member Senate);' that the present size of the Legislature should

be maintained; and that the present size of the House should be

maintained but the Senate's size should be cut.

Should the present constitutional provision authorizing the

Legislature to fix its size be changed or retained? To retain

this provision dims any chance of a reduction in size. We appre­

ciate that the maximum size we propose in our Report on reappor­

tionment and redistricting will probably remain the size of the
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Legislature. Short of a constitutional c&Rvention, the matter

of size can be taken away from the Legislature only by a consti­

tutional amendment which would allow initiated constitutional

amendments or legislation for the purpose of fixing the size of

the Legislature for all purposes. It is our judgment that it

would not be possible or wise to try to limit the initiative to

this purpose exclusively because there are like reasons to extend

the initiative for other purposes as well. We are aware, of 00urse,

that the Amendment Process Committee opposes a constitutional provision

for the use of the initiative to make laws or amend the Constitu-

tion. In discussing this Committee's recommendation, the Commission

should bear in mind the problem of altering the Legislature's size.

The alternative of trying to deal with the Legislature's

size in the Constitution runs the danger of mistaken estimates of

future population changes. The 1948 Constitutional Commission,

for example, recommended a change in the Constitution to limit

the number of. Senators to not more than one for every 40,000

inhabitants and the number of Representatives to not more than

one for every 20,000 inhabitants ..l5 This would have allowed the

1973 Sen~te to have 95 members and the 1973 House, 190 members,

sizes we all agree would be excessive.

Our Committee is not in agreement on whether the size of the

Legislat~re should be precisely fixed in the Constitution. Speaker

Dirlam i~ of the view that the Legislature should continue to be

authorized to fix the size of the Legislature subject to the limits

proposed in ,our recommendations for periodic reapportionment and

redistricting, Professor Auerbach is inclined to the view that it

-11-



may be preferable to specify the precise number of Senators and

Representatives in the Constitution. provided that the Constitu­

tion is made easier to amend. Then the size could be adjusted

in the light of new population figures. But the question ~is­

cussed above would still remain as to how realistic it is to

expect the Legislature to propose a constitutional amendment

cutting its size.

Senator Brown writes: "Personally, I favor a reduction in

size of the Legislature and I favor both upper and lower size

limits being written into the Constitution. I would suggest 120

and 60 as upper limits and 80 and 40 as Lower limits. That way,

as long as we maintain some semblance of a citizen legislatureJit

could be relatively large; but when a decision is made to go to a

"professional" legislaturejthe s~~e could be cut drastically. Also,

these limits would permit a chan~e in the House-Senate ratio from

2-1 to 3-1 if so desired. Actually, the 120-40 plan would be my

choice. 'Limits should be written effective with the 1980 census."

Senator Brown also favors the initiative for all types of

con~titut~onal amendments, but hopes that the Commission will agree

to recommend the initiat~ve at le~st with respect to all of Article IV.

VI. Other Recommendations

A. Other Citizens Conference Recommendations

As indicated above, the other reqommendations made by the

Citizens Conference to j,mprove the Minnesota Legislature can be

effectuated by the Legislature itself under existing constitutional

provisions. In fact, since these recommendations were made in

mid-1970, the Citizens Conference reports that the Minnesota Legis­

lature has taken some steps to improve its organization and
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16procedures accordingly. We have already mentioned the consti-

tutional amendments which the 1971 Legislature has proposed. In

addition, the Senate conducted a pre-session orientation program

before the 1971 session. The number of standing committees in

the 1971 Legislature was reduced in both Houses and each member

was assigned to fewer committees. Major additions have been made

to the staff, including administrative assistants, Senate Counsel

assistants, the employment of ten research specialists during

the session and a full-time librarian in the Senate Index depart­

ment. The Senate Finance Committee added a full-time legislative

analyst to bring full-time strength up to three. The clerical

staff in the Senate has also been increased 28 per cent. Facilities

have been improved and further improvements are in process or planned.

We urge the Legislature to appoint a joint standing committee

of the Houses, composed of legislators from both caucuses in equal

numbers, to study the Citizens Conference recommendations and

initiate the steps to implement those that are deemed desirable

and have not yet been adopted. Improvement of the Legislature's

effectiveness should be a continuing task of this legislative

committee.

Senator Brown thinks that all of the above discussion under A

has no place in the Committee's Report.

B. Party Designation

In fact, Minnesota is a State with a vigorous two-party

systemJwhich reflects itself in the Legislature as well as in

national politics. There are good reasons why political party

identification of candidates for the Legislature should be required
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and the Legislature organized on the basis of a majority and a

minority along party lines. Party designation will make for a

more comprehensible, more accountable and more legitimate

Legislature.

The existing Constitution is silent on this issue and party

designation .may be required by legislation. We think the Consti­

tution should remain silent on this issue~but that it should be

dealt with by legislation. As a practical matter, this issue,

like that of the Legislature's size, will :-not be a constitu­

tional issue without the initiative or a constitutional convention.

A Legislature which is unwilling to make party designation a

statutory requirement will probably also be unwilling to propose

a constitutional amendment to make party designation a constitu­

tional requirement.

Senator Brown thinks that all of the above discussion under

Part. B has no place in the Commission's report, unless the Comm~ssion

decides to recommend that party designation be made a constitutional

issue. He writes: "I have some sympathy with that, although it

may be getting too detailed to be a constitutional issue."

C. Special Sessions

Article V, Sec. 4 . empowers the Governor "on extraordinary

occasions" to "convene both houses of the legislature." We think

the Legislature should be authorized to call itself into special

session whenever, in its opinion, the State's welfare so requires.

Such authority would bolster the Legislat~re's independence and

increase its responsibility and thereby make state government

more effective.
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To assure that the expense of a special session is not

incurred unless the matters in question are important enough to

warrant it, the Legislature should be authorized to call itself

into session only upon a two-thirds vote each House.

It is possible that passage of the amendment proposed by

the 1971 Legislature regarding the length and frequency of

legislative sessions may accomplish the same purpose as an amend­

ment empowering the Legislature to call itself into special session.

For this reason, we do not urge the latter amendment at this time,

but would prefer to await the vote on the proposed amendment in the

1972 election and, if it is adopted, some experience thereunder.

Senator Brown thinks the Committee should recommend something

specific on special sessions or delete the discussion under C above.

D. Presiding Officer of Senate

Article IV, Sec. 5 directs the House of Representatives

to elect Its presiding officer. Article V, , ~ec. 6 . makes the

Lieutenant Governor ex officio president of the Senate. The 1971

Legislature passed an act proposing to amend these sections to

direct each House to elect its presiding officer and to delete

the provision making the Lieutenant Governor the presiding officer

of the Senate. These proposals will go to the voters in the

November, 1972 election.

Because the Lieutenant Governor may not vQte to break a tie,1?

his role in the Senate has become largely ceremonial. We think

this role can be dispensed with and therefore favor the proposed

amendment. In any case, we do not think the Lieutenant Governor's

role in the Senate should be more than ceremonial because such a role

-15-



detracts from the Senate's sense of independence and responsi­

bility~ Only leaders elected by the Senators should exercise

significant powers in the Senate.

E. Legislative Procedures

On the whole, the Legislature may determine its own procedures.

The Citizens Conference has made a number of procedures which need

re-examination:

1. Should the Constitution continue to direct, as does Art­

icle IV, Sec.lO, that all bills for raising revenue shall originate

in the House of Representatives? We think not: the Constitution

should be amended to delete this provision. The Senate, then,

would also be empowered to originate revenue bills.

2. Should the Constitution continue to authorize the "pocket

veto", as does Article IV, section II?

3. Should the Constitution continue to require, as does

Article IV, section 20, that every bill be read on three different

days in each separate House? We think it would suffice to require

that every bill be "reported", not "read", on three different days.

This would provide the protection against hasty action intended

by the present requirement yet eliminate the cumbersome and time­

consuming aspects of compliance with it.

F. Qualification of Legislators

Article IV, Sec. 25 requires not only that let..~islators be

qualified voters of the State but also that they reside a year

in the State and six months immediately preceding the election in

the district from which they are elected. The latter requirement

may work unfairly in the election immediately following reapportionment
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and redistricting)and the Supreme Court in Sixty Seventh

Minnesota State Senate v. Beens intimated that the federal

district court could waive it. We are skeptical about the

current justification for these residency requirements.

G. Unicameralism

Interes~ jr. the possibility of a unicameral legislature in

Minnesota heightened when the three-judge federal district court

reduced the size of both houses of the Minnesota Legislature for

purposes of its first reapportionment and redistricting plan. This

interest has not dissipated. It parallels the growing interest

in unicameralism in other states. Yet Nebraska continues to be

unique among the states in having a unicameral legislature. Only

recently the voters in North Dakota and Montana rejected the

opportunity to have a unicameral legislature.

We a~e not recommending unicameralism for Minnesota. But

we think this possibility should be kept open and debated in the

years to come.' To this end, we shall present briefly some of the

major considerations militating for and against unicameralism in

Minnesota.

Contemporary interest in unicameralism may be said to have

been revived by the U. S. Supreme Court's decision in Reynolds

v. Sims l 9 requiring population to be the predominant basis of

representation in both houses of a state legislature. Responding

to the argument that the Court's decision rendered the concept

of bicameralism "anachronistic and meaningless," Mr. Chief Justice

Warren said: .
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A prime reason for bicameralism, modernly considered,
is to insure mature and deliberate consideration of, and
to prevent precipitate action on) proposed legislative
measures. Simply because the controlling criterion for
apportioning representation is required to be the same in
both houses does not mean that there will be no differen­
ces in the composition and complexion of the two bodies.
Different constituencies can be represented in the two
houses. One body could be composed of si~gle-member dis­
tricts while the other could have at least some multimember
districts. The length of terms of the legislators in the
separate bodies could differ. The numerical size of the
two bodies could be made to diff8r, even significantly,
and the geographical size of districts from which legis­
lators are elected could also be made to differ. And
apportionment in one house could be arranged so as to
balance off minor inequities in the representation of
certain areas in the other house. In summary, these and
other factors could be, and are presently in many states,
utilized to engender differing complexions and collective
attitudes in the two bodies of a state legislature, although
both are apportioned substantially on a population basis,20

The current debate over unicameralism versus bicameralism

centers, in part, on the question whether, in fact, we are engen-

dering "differing complexions and collective attitudes in the two

bodies of a state legislature" and whether such differences con­

tribute to fair and effective democratic state government,

At"the same time, it should be kept in mind that the Supreme

Court's decision in Reynolds v. Sims also removed one of the

principal objections traditionally raised to bicameralism, namely,

that the "upper house" served to check the ·popular will reflected

in the "lower house." Mr. Chief Justice Warren did not envisage

that bicameralism would play such a role any longer.

It should also be pointed out before we launch into our dis-

cussion that one of the "factors mentioned by Mr. Chief Justice

Warren as possibly making for differences between the two houses

would be foreclosed under the recommendations we made for periodic
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reapportionment and redistricting. We recommend single-member

districts in both the Senate and the House.

1. Does Bicameralism Insure Mature and Deliberate Considera­

tion of Proposed Legislation?

An affirmative answer to this question is one of the prin­

cipal justifications of bicameralism. The proponents of uni­

cameralism argue both that deliberation does not now characterize

the bicameral legislature which passes so many of its bl11s during

the last days of the session and that a unicameral legislature need

not be less deliberative.

2. Alleged Advantages of Unicameralism and Their Assessment

The proponents of unicameralism also contend that a uni­

cameral legislature would be superior in the following respects:

a. It would not require legislative work to be done twice.

b. It is more accountable to the people, that is, it is \

easier tb understand because simpler in structure. There are no

problems of overcoming the rivalry and friction between the two

houses and coordinating their work, managing joint committees or

controlling conference committees. Thus the voters are better able

to know what their legislators are doing and to punish or reward

their performances. Indeed the Citlzens Conference Evaluation

Study ranked Nebraska first among the 50 states in being account­

able. 21

c. It would cost less compared to a bicameral legislature

and thus make it easier to provide higher salaries and more ade­

quate staff and facilities to legislators. The acceptance of this

contention depends, of course, upon whether the number of legislators
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in a unicameral legislature will be fewer than the combined

number in both houses of a bicameral legislature. In Minnesota..
it could be safely assumed that this would be the case.

d. It would attract a better type of legislator. Since

Nebraska affords the only basis of comparison, this contention

is still not proven. Moreover, it is difficult to assess this

claim because there is little agreement on what constitutes a

"good" legislator. HO;.lever, it should be mentioned that the

American Political Science Association's Committee on American

Legislatures accepted the view that a unicameral legislature

would attract more outstanding citizens to legislative service. 22

Even if we grant the defects of the bicameral legislature

pointed out by the proponents of unicameralism--the duplication of

legislative work, the added expense, the lack of sufficient account­

ability-the question would remain whether they are more than

balanced'by its advantages. It is difficult to make such an

assessment without evaluating the legislative output itself and

then one's stand on issues tends to affect one's views qbout

legislative structure. It is interesting, therefore, to note

that a national ".Quality of Life" study conducted in 1967 by Dr.

John O. Wilson ranked Minnesota 4th in the Nation and Nebraska

38th, for its "Democratic Process." In the same study, Minnesota

was ranked 1st jn the nation for "Health and Welfare" and "Equality";

Nebraska ranked 32nd on these categories. 23 This does not mean

of course that unicameral ism is responsible for Nebraska's rela-

tively poor rankings in these categories and bicameraltsm for

Minnesota's relatively high rankings. A unicameral legislature
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in Minnesota might result in even higher rankings for Minnesota

and a bicameral legislature in Nebraska, in even lower rankings

for Nebraska. It means only that unicameralism sLould not be

regarded as a panacea for all the ills that beset ou~ states.

Even with respect to legislative structure alone, it

is . interesting that in spite of its unicameralism the Nebraska

legislature was ranked 9th in the Citizen's Conference Legislative

Evaluation Study while the bicameral Minnesota Legislature ranked

lOth. 24 Nebraska ranked ahead of Minnesota only in being account­

able (Minnesota ranked 7th); but Nebraska ranked 35th in being

functional compared with 27th for Minnesota; 16th in being informed

compared with 13th for Minnesota; 30th in being independent compared

with 23rd for Minnesota and 18th in being representative compared

with 12th for Minnesota. 25 Overall, nine bicameral legislatures

were ranked ahead of Nebraska's legislature.

In'the successful campaign for unicameralism in Nebraska in

1934,' Senator George W. Norris and his co-workers agreed that

unicameralism would bring about more representative government and

would curb, if not destroy, the activ~ties of lobbyists, who

allegedly effected their purposes by appealing to the prejudices

of the two houses and hid their schemes in the mazes of legislative

procedure in the bicameral system. 26 Yet Nebraska is ranked behind

Minnesota in being independent and representative. Unicameralism

has not freed Nebraska from undue influence on the part of lobby­

ists. Indeed, it may be more difficult for lobbyists to exert

improper influence in a bicameral legislature.

The Citizens Conference also recommends that the Nebraska

Legislature require dual committee consideration of legislation
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affecting significant sums of money~-first by a substantive

policy committee and then by a finance committee. Such dual

committee consideration, of course, is a common characteristic

of bicameral legislatures. So at least where money bills are

concerned, bicameralism does seem to have the virtue of insuring

their adequate legislative consideration. This is not to say

that the procedures of a unicameral legislature could not be

formulated so as to promote mature and deliberative legislative

consideration. But a bicameral legislature can more easily

assure consideration by legislators holding differing viewpoints

on pUblic policy. True, this increases the chances of legislative

deadlock, but it also increases the chances of accommodation

acceptable to larger numbers of people.

Since mid-1970, Nebraska, too, has improved the effectiveness

of its unicameral legislature, though the shortcomings adverted to

above h~ve not been eliminated. 27 There is no way of knowing

whether the improvements made by both Minnesota and Nebraska have

changed the relative ranking of either in the Citizens Conference's

national ranking of state legislatures. This is because the Citi-

zens Conference report on legislative progress from mid-1970

through 1971 did not undertake to re-rank the state legislatures. 28

3. Can The Two Houses Be Made To Represent Different

Constituencies?

The answer to this question is crucial to the continued

justification of bicameralism. The answer is probably yes but

no one can be sanguine about the probability. Undoubtedly, the

length of terms of Senators and Representatives, the numerical
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sizes of the districts from which legislators are elected, will

continue to differ in Minnesota, But all these factors mentioned

by Mr. Chief Justice Warren, taken together, do not guarantee that

the two houses will represent different constituencies. This can

be done only if districts are drawn consciously so that a Senator

represents more heterogeneous social, economic, ethnic and racial

groups in the population than a Representative. Such a result is

facilitated by the greater geographical size of the Senatorial

district but is made more difficult to achieve by the constitu­

tional requirement that a representative district may not be

split in forming a senatorial district. In our Report on periodic

reapportionment and redistricting, we have recommended that this

requirement be retained in order to discourage gerrymandering.

This is another instance in which two desirable objectives come

into conflict.

If Senate districts are made more heterogeneous, the Senate

will speak for less parochial interests than the House. To help

assure that the legislators of at least one House will view prob­

lems from a statewide point of view is a strong argument for

bicameralism. Unicameralism cannot attain this' objective without

sacrificing the strong representation of local and, sometimes,

minority interests. Bicameralism avoids this sacrifice, But

this advantage of bicameralism cannot yet be said to have been

achieved in Minnesota.

4, Conclusion

Traditional acceptance of bicameralism will force the pro­

ponents of a change to unicameralism to bear the burden of proving

that the change is indispensable to needed reform of the state
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legislature. To date, this burden is not sustained by the

evidence.

Mrs. Murphy does not think our Report should express oppo­

sition to or support of unicameralism, but should merely indicate

the interest of citizens in the sUbject,

Speaker Dirlam does not think the Report states the case

for bicameralism strongly enough.

Senator Brown writes: "Despite an overwhelming lack of

pUblic interest in unicameralism, it has been manufactured into

an issue in the past two years by a few self-appointed experts

on legislative reform. While there may be some merit to the study

of unicameralism, I think that it has already received more atten­

tion than it deserves if we set priorities on potential constitu­

tional change necessary for the improvement of government in

Minnesota. Reynolds v. Sims did not change the method of appor­

tioning either house of the Minnesota legislature--since statehood,

both houses of our legislature were to be apportioned on the basis

of population. Thus the argument that the senate was a "House

of Lords" to check the popular will of the lower house never was

accurate in Minnesbta.

"Finally, if we are to look at unicameralism seriously as a

means of making government more responsive, then also consider

the parliamentary system. With a chief executive selected by the

legislature and elections called immediately if the government

loses a vote of confidence, the parliamentary system is most

responsive. Also, unlike unicameralism in which there is only

one model (Nebraska),there are numerous models of the parliamentary

system at national and subnational levels in Canada and Western

Europe that we could exercise."
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